
A PRELIMINARY LOOK AT LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL l ’ROGRAMS
LIKELY TO TARGET NORTHERN CALIFORNIA WA~. ~ER

By
Dan Keppen and Santos Gomez*

The purl~ose of this memo is to provide a preliminary summary of programs that n ~ay seek to compete for
northern California water. There are obviously many remaining questions regar~ ing how these potentiaI
transfers will be authorized, coordinated and evaluated, as well as what the poten ’tat cumulative impacts
will be. We are hoping that those with additional information on potential transf~ ~s will supplement this
preliminary analysis and work with us to assess how much northern California w~ ter is being targeted for
transfer. If water transfers are to play any substantial beneficial role in addressi~, g California’s water
problems, base line data on the amount of northern California water being target~ d by outside intere~sts is
critical. Without this information, policy makers will not be able to make informe~ � decisions and
California "s economy, environment, and rural communities ure likely ~o pay the p~ ice.

INTRODUCTION

In California, water transf~s are being heralded by many as the q~fiekest, least exl~ ~-nsive, and most
environmentally benign solution to storewide water supply and reliability problem:. The emphasis on
water transfers has manifested itsdf in policy changes and regional water program ;. Below we provide a
summary of programs that have, or may, t~rget northern California water as a mea~s of meeting their
"ostensible needs." To assess whether such transfers are truly needed, one would z eed to study how well
these entities are using existing resources and what they are doing to make water a.:e more efficient. It is
irnp~ative that the cumulative impacts associated with these proposed policies and programs be properly
.monitored and assessed through a coordinated effort invoIving all relevan~ regulat~ ry entities, stakeholders,
and eommtmity interests. These impacts must be addressed in light of how effeotia ely and efficierRly pro-
t~ansfer programs arid users are using existing resources. While these issues are nct addressed here, it is
hoped that the information presented in this brief paper will generate discussion an t lead to answers to
tl~ese and othe~ outstanding questions.

*Dart Keppert is a Water Resources Engineer with Tehama County Flood Cort.troI d Water Conservation
District. Santos Gomez is a Senior Research Associate with the Pacific Institute fo: Studies in
Development, Environment, and Security.
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JOIBIT PROGRAMS                                          :

(~ALFED

The remaining CALFED alternatives propose between 4, i and 5.6 MAF of new sl oragc to be developed
through conjunctive uselgrolmdwater banking, upstream surface storage, in-Delta storage and south-of-
Delta storage. At the onset of Phase II ofth4 Bay-DeIta Program, CALFED empl~ asized an intent to
pHoHtize conjunctive use and groundwater banking over sm’face water storage de,’elopment. Estimates of
annual conjunctive use for the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys range from 0 o 500,000 acre-feet in
each region. Current estimates of pulse flows range from 300,000 to 500,000 acre -feet of water armua!ly.

FEDERAL PROGRAMS

~Certtral Valley Project Im_~ovement Act

Under the authority of Section 3496 (b)(3)a of the Central Valley Project Improved’tent Act (CVPIA), the
Secretary of the Interior is directed to develop and implement a program in ¢oordi~tation and ¢onformarxee
with the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRP) to acquire water to suppl~ meat the up to 800,000
acre-feet of CVP Yield dedicated for fish and wildlife purposes by Section 3406 (t .)(2), and to meet the
level a aud ful!-habitat development refuge water supplies required under Section. ~406 (d)(2).z

Section 3402 of the CVPIA identifies six purposes of the act: 1) to protect, restore, and enhance fish,
wildlife, and associated habit~ts in the Central Valley and Trinity River basins; 2) lo address impacts of the
CVP on fish, wild!ire, and associated habitats; 3) to improve the operational flexib lily of the CVP; 4) to
increase water-related benefits provided by the CVP to the State of California throltgh expanded use of
voluntary water txansfers and improved water conservation; 5) to conu~bute to the ;tate’s interim and long-
term efforts to protect the Bay-Delta; and 6) to achieve a reasonable balance ninon1: competing demands
for the use of CVP water, including the requirements of fish atxd wildlife, agrieultu’al, municipal, and
industrial and power contractors.

Preliminary discussions with Bureau of Reclamation staffindieate that elements of the CVPIA will
"probably" bc roiled ~to CALFED. However, we cannot say for certain whether o; not this will actually
occur, nor what the imp!ications might be. The Ecosystem Restoration documents x~eently released by
CALFED contain actions that are similar to those Woposed in the AFRP. The AFR ? and the Refuge
Water Supply Program will likely benefit from supplies provided by the short-and l.gng-term water
acquisition programs. However, do the Central Valley Streamflow parameters dec, loped by CALFED
similarly correspond to the AFRP insl~eam flow requirements?

~ Herein referred to as "(b)(3)".

2 Depaltr~ent of the Interior, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. Interim V/a ~er Acquisition
Program - Environmental Assessment and Finding of No. Significant Impact, October 1995.
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Anadromous Fish Restoration Program

The CVPIA directs the Secretary of the Interior to develop ,’tad implement a prog-t am that makes all
reasonable efforts to double the natural production ofanadromous tish in Central �alley streams. This
program is known as the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRP) and the l ~ureau of Reclamation
has developed an AFRP plan to accomplish the directive. Included in the AFRP l:~an are targets for
instream flows for rivers and streams in the Central Vatley and Delta. The AFRP instream flow
augmentation plan includes river flow objectives at different times of the year to i nprove conditions for
fish. The AFRP Delta proposals in01ude limiting combined SWP and CVP export,’ and mairttaining
minimum flows through the Delta. The flow objectives developed in the AFRP w 11 be achieved through
reoperafion or’the CVP, dedication and management of the 800,000 acre-feet ofC C’J? yield annually, and
water acquisition, as authorized under the CVPIA. Just how much water will be a. :quired from willing
buyers (and under what ¢orxdition~) irt northern California remains tmelear. Unoff eial estimates, however,
pm the figure for AFRP and (b)(3) water at 600,000 acre-feet per year, assuming a current dernand level

Central Valley Refuge W’ater Supply Program

Under this section of the CVPIA, water is to be provided to ~ 5 existing wildlife re~’uges identified in the
Bureau of Reclamation Refuge Water Supply Report and to the five habitat areas i .tentified in the Bureau
of Reclamation and the California Department offish and Game (CDFG) San Joa~luin Basin Action Plan
(SJI3AP) / Kestersort Mitigation Plan. The CVPIA directed i~rmaediate allocation ~ f FLrm water supplies of
381,550 AF per year ("Levd 2") for the 15 Central Valley refuges, and provides fer two-thirds of the water
supply needed for full habitat development for the five SJ-BAP refuges. By 2002, i.’VPIA martdates the
increase of water ddivefies for the 15 refuges by a "Level 4" increment for a total ff526,200 AF per year,
plus increases the deliveries to the SJBAP refuges to approximately 63,200 AF per year. CVPIA requires
that the Level 6 and "full habitat management" supplies be provided in increments of ! 0 percent per year
from 1992 to 2002.

The Act also direzts the Secretary to prepar~ a report whi~ investigates the mefiaoA of improving water
supplies in file Central Valley for existing private wetlaads and for ~20,000 acres o ITnew wetlands, which
is based on the objective of the Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture Report,

Interim Water Acquisition Program

Implementation of the Interim Water Acquisition Program is not expected to occur until February :28,
1998. This program conforms to, and coordinates with, the US Bureau of R~clama ion’s Anadroraous
Fish Restoration Plan (AFRP). Through this program, the Bm-eau ofReclamatiott ~ roposes to acquire

¯ ~vater to supplement 800,000 acre-feet of Central Valley Project water dedicated fo- fish and wildlife
purposes by Section 3406(b)(2) of the CVPIA and to meet the level 4 and full-habil at development refuge
water required under Section 3406(d)(2).

a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. RevisedDrafi Restoration Plan for ’he Anadromous
Fish Restoration Plan. May 30, 1997,

4 David Guy, Letter to Ms. Dale Hoffman-Floerke (DWR), Re: SWP :;upplementaI Water
Purchase Program, J~uly 29, 1997.
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Implementation of the Interim Water Acquisition Program includes four compone ntsS:

l~eduction of water diversions from Battle Creek for Power Generation (il :crease instream flows to
45 cubic feet per second).
Water Acquisitions for Sacramento Valley Weflar~d Habitat Areas (13,12: AF from Sac River,
13,123 from Feather River).

3. Water Acquisitions for San Joaquin Wetland Habitat Areas.
4. San Joaquin River Tributaries Water Acquisitions (352,000 AF Total San loaquirt Valley Use).

Long-term Water Acquisition Program~

This program is established to acquire agricultural water from wi!lmg sellers to su ~plement water for fish
and wildlife restoration purposes when sufficient flows to meet flow and habitat o~.~jeetives are not
available through reoperation of the CVP and mnnngernent ofdedicated water. A~ quircd water will be
dedicated to increase theqnSl~¢am flows towards the target flows identified in the, knadromous Fish
Restoration Program (A1 RP) Plan and to provide Level ,1 refuge water supply.

A plan of action is currently behag developed for the Long-term Water Acquisitior, Program. Estimates of
the volume of water that may be acquired for fish and wildlife purposes under this program range from a
high of 200,000 acre-feet al~ually in the Merced, Stanislaus, and Toulonme rivers to a low of 27,000 acre-
feet in the Calaveras River. It is not clear at thin time how AFRP flow requiremen’ s will be meshed with
the CALFED Ecosystem Restoration "’Central Valley Streamflow" vision.

More current public Information is required relative to this program.

Least-Cost CVP Yield Increase Plan~

The CentraI Valley Project (CVP) is the largest water storage and delivery system :a California. At some
future date, Congress may authorize implementation of the CVP Yield Increase PI~ r~, one of the provisions
included i.n the CVPIA for achieving the six general pm:pose~ of the act. This prov ision proposes the
developmertt of a least-cost plart for increasing the yield of the CVP by the amount dedicated to fish and
~51dlife purposes to minimize adverse impacts, if any, upon existing CVP Contrael.~rs and to assist the
State ~f California it~ m~ethag its lucre water needs.

Options that did not have known unacceptable environmental or social impacts, and could be implemented
in the required time frame (CV’PIA requires that the plan be implementable by 200"’) have been

5 U.S. Department of floe Interior, Bureau of Reclamation. Interim Fi5~ter Acquisition
Program-Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant lmpact.( }etober 1995.

DRAFT: Not for Citat2on or Circulation without the pe~:mission of the author ~.

~ California Deparl~aent of Water Resources. California Water Plan ~ ~date - Bulletin
160-98. Draft Chapter Z 1997.

r U.S. Department of the Interior, Least-Cost CFP Yield Increase Pla~. October 1995.
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incorporated into fl~e Least - Cost CVP Yield Increase Plan. They include purcha ~e of water supplies from
local projects, land fallowing, conjtmotive use, conservation, urban wastewater re tee, ~d otto new surface
storage facility. The yield increases associated with these activRies are summariz.’d in Table I.

Table 1: Least-Cost CVP Yield Increase Plan

Yield Increase Category Estimated Annual Yield 0 cre-feet)

Conjunctive Use - Developable Yield 70,000

Su~pties from Local Water Projects 180,000

Land Fallowing 1,236,000

Conjunctive Use - Active Recharge 840,000

Urba~ Wastewater Reuse 200,000

Surface Storage 30,000

Urbarz Consercatloa 230,000

Agricultttral Conservation 215,000

Total Yield Increase 3~000.,000

The current status of this program is unclear. The plan was released in October 19 !5 by fl~e Bureau of
Reclamation and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. At that time, the plata noted that, "at some future date,
Congress may authorize implementation of the CV’P Yield Increase Pl~rt", Clarifk atiort is requfred as to
how this program wiIl enjoin or become incorporated into the CVPIA Water Acqui ~ition programs.

199d Bay-Delta A~eement a

A dispute over the amount of water allocated for the environment by the CVPIA ar d the 1994 Bay-Delta
Accord has intensified in recent months. The disagreement between state and fede’aI officials, as well as
water interests and environmental groups, focuses upon whether the maximum 1.1 nillion acre-t~et
provided for environmental pro’poses by the Accord includes part or all oft.he 800,( 00 AF allocated tbr
fishery uceds by the CVPIA. Central Valley Project water service corttraotors iu th: San Joaquin Valley
may lose additional supplies if the Accord and CVFIA’s environmental dedications are accounted for
separately and not linked together.

On August 12, Governor Wilson in a letter to President Clinton, stated that the Aoc-~rd’s "no n~:t loss"
provision coupled with the environmmatal vca~er dedication of 1.1 MAF m~mdates a 1.I MAF ceiling for
enviro~m~ental water, including the CVPIA’s 800,000 AF ("(b)(2) water"). Contrar ~ to the Governor’s
interpretation, environmental interests argue only part of the (’0)(2) water ig include I in the Accord’s
environmental obtigations. Recently the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service detenrtiu¢~ that it is appropriate to

~ Northern California Water Association Newsletter, Vohane 6, Numt er 9 (September
1997) "Delta Envh’onmental Flows Questioned."
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use Co)(2) water for additional Delta fishery benefits abbve the standards speeifie~[ in the Accord9.

Clarification therefore is required as to how CALFED will "dovetail" Delta need ,: arising from the 1994
Delta Accord into the CALFgD p~ocess. Is the 1.1 MAF mandate really a ceiling as the Governor
believes, or is the actual environmental water allotment closer to the combined to ’al of the 1.1 MAF plus
the (b)(2) water as environmental interests and Wildlife opined?

STATE PROGRAMS

Califo~ia D.evartment of_Water l~esource~

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) recently released a draft v :rsion of Bulletin 160-
98, the California Water Plan Update. In Chapter Seven, DWI~ enaphasizes and a ~lvoeates water transfers
and eonjtmetive use over the development of new surface water storage faeilities. The following
summarizes our understahding of existing and proposed water transfer programs a.tvoeated by DWR.

Supplemental Water Purchase Program                                            .

The Supplemental Water Purchase Program (SWPP) wonld be in effect for 5 year.’ and would be
implemented in years during which DW’R was unable to deliver enough State War Jr Project water to meet
contract entitlement obligations. The program is intended to fill all or part of the ~ hortfall between
deliveries of entitlement water to the participathag contractors and requests from fl ose contractors up to
their full Title A 6~ttitlement for that year. Currently, annual entitlements to proje ~’t water total 4.1 MAF.
According to DWR’s California Water Plan Update (Btdletin I60-93), the State V¢ ater Project has the
estimated capacity to deliver an average of 2.4 MAF per year of water. To meet it; water entitlement
obligations, DWR will acquire water from willing sellers from areas of the State ~ here water could be
moved to and through SWP facilities (primarily northern California farmers).

Originally envisioned a 400,000 acre-feet per year program involving both surface and groundwater
sui~plieg, the SWPP has been downsized to a 200,000 acre-feet per year program tt at will involve only
surface water in storage. The groundwater element was removed from the progran t due in part to heavy
opposition expressed by northern Sacramento Valley farmers and residents during ~e public review
process. Beginning in 1998, the SWPP intends to provide 200,000 AF of stored su,’91us surface water for
conveyance to State Water contractors for a five-year period.

State Water Project Future Supply Program

Conjunctive use and groundwater banking are advocated by DWR as high priority ~olutions to statewide
water deficiency. Even though it is acknowledged that there is a need to proceed slowly and deliberately,
D WR has concluded in their recent draft release of Bulletin 160-98 that a."modera. ~ level of conjunctive
use in the Central Valley is achievable"..The report then goes on to state: "...it is 6 ~sumed that a
conjunctive use of 1 MAF storage (divided equally between Sacramento and San ~,aquin Valley) is
reasonable and is assumed, as a storewide ~vater management option" (emphasis added). DWR’s
proposal suggests that Saoramento River Valley groundwater will be used to partial ly replenish the San

~Association of California Water Agencies News, Volume 25, No. 18 1 September 1997.
"State Legislators, Governor Wilson, U.S. Senator Feinstein Colt for One-Ya ~r Extension of
Bay.Delta Accord".
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.!oaquin aquifers, which currently contain over 50 MAF of available, depleted aqt ifer .storage volum.e~°.

If this were to occur, the San Joaquin basin groundwater resource wo~ld benefit, i nd the Sacramento river
Valley would bear the burden. If included in the final draft, such a program will I’lac¢ yet another burden
on the Sacramento River and the valley, especially if the potential develops for o[ e.n market demand of
repleni~hrnent water for the San Joaquin basin. What justification does DWR ha’~e to document the
seemingly arbitrary volume of 1.0 MAF? This section of the draft Bulletin, as cm rently proposed, will
generate an energetic response from many Sacramento Valley groundwater users.

Storage Contingency Programs---Supply Aug~nentation

DWR advocates the following to provide supplemental water during emergency d "ought situatiotlstl;

Spot market waterl~ansfer purchases
State Drought Water Bank purchase~ (820,66~ AF purchased in 1991; 19." ,246 AF purchased in
1992)J2

~ Long-term water transfer options contraots
~ Water transfers from other areas

Additional information is required to evaluate spot market water transfer pttrchas¢ ~, long term water
transfer options contracts, and water trar~sfcfs from other areas.

DWP, is also developing programs that will advocate additional use ofgroundwat ~r stored through
conjunctive use operations or banked, including projccts in the American Basin an a Lower Colusa Basin,
and at Los Rios Farms, Provident Irrigation District, Chico M&T Ranch, and We~ em Canal & Richvale
Irrigation Districtst~. It should be noted that full groundwater basins carmot provk e storago unless over-
extraction of groundwater occurs.

Ca]ifgrnia Department of]~jsh & Game / State Water Contractors DWR

Water Exchange Program

On Mill Creek in Tehama County, a water exchange agreement specifies the use o: "pumped groundwater
for irrigation purposes in exchange for instream water rights to augment transport : lows for adult spring

~0 Due to over-pumping of the resom’ce eat’liar in the century.

~ California Department of Water Rosourees. California grater Plan Update. Draft
Chapter Z 1997.

~z Drought Water Bank can also be activated to meet "critical" water: ~eeds, including
those resulting irt any shift to perennial cropz.

t~ DRAFT DWR Table, Potential Con.tunctive Use Prqie.cts, distribut ~ at Pubjie Meeting
in Red B/uffby DWR on Jutae 26, 1997.
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run chinook salmon~4. Funded by the California Department ofFish and Game ar d the State Water
contractors DWIL upon the recommendation of the Delta Pumps fish Protection t.greemertt Committee,
this project advocates replacem~t of surface flows with grotmdwater to provide lish passage benefits. The
Mill Creek project provides 25 cubic feet per second of flows, if necessary.

Similar programs are being proposed tkrough CALFED and the CVPIA along oth .’r east-side tributaries to
the Sacramento River, including Deer Creek, Antelope Creek and Battle Creek. "I he magnitude and
coordination with other environmental programs must be explained and accountcc for. FurthgT, an
estimate of the total volume of water likely to be involved should be provided.

What these types of programs do not discuss are the multiple downstream uses t~at will also benefit
from these releases. If the flows are truly to benefit aquatic habitat, shouldn’t th s water be
stream" all the w~y to the mouth of the Golden G~t~? If not, and these "’habitat’~ flows are exported
oat of the Delta at Tracy or Banks, we would hope that the "willing s~llers" are 1 ~roperly compensated
for the true worth of their water. Further, if groundwater pumping is used to rcp’ ace water previously
derived from surface sources, the groundwater management auflmrity of the loca! govennnent should
also be adhered to, since the proposed action is, in effect, advocating additional local grourldwat~r
developme-at.

T~ M.onterey A~eement

In 1995, prompted by shortages of deliveries of water from the SWP, the DWR up: ~roved for permanent
transfer up to 130,000 acre-feet of water between wd!ling agricultural sellers and m iIling urbm~ buyers as
part of the Monterey Agreement. The agreement obligates Kern County Water Au hority to make available
to willing buyers any portion of the 130,000 a~re-fect entitlement not made availat le by other agricultural
contractors through the year 2010.

OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL WATER PROGRAMS

Central Valley ~ahi,tat 1oint Ve~xture (CVI-IYV)~s

The CVH.IV is a pubIic-private partnership formed in ! 988 to implement the North American Waterfowl
Management Plan in the Central Valley of California. The Joint Venture was form :d with a goal to
protect, maintain and restore habitat to increase waterfowl populations to desired k vels in the Central
Valley consistent with objectives of the North American Waterfowl Management ]~ lan. Included in the six
goals for the Central Valley is the need to secur~ 402,450 AF of water for 15 existi:~g refuges in the
Central Valley. This water will be derived from CVPIA water acquisition program ~, and thus, appears to.
be included within the values discussed previously under "Central Valley Refuge "9 rater Supply Pro/~am."

~ Mill Creek Conservancy,, CH2M Hill Mill Creek Watershed Management Strategy
Report. January 1997.

a~ California Department of Water Resources, California Water Plan ilpdate - Bulletin

160-98. Draft Chapter 7. 1997.
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I~It~ Wetlands Properties~

Delta Wetlands Properties (DWP) proposes a water storage project on four island~ in ~e Dell. ~e ~
project would involve dive~ing ~d sto~g wat~ ou Bacon Isled and Webb Tm~ t ~d se~sonMly
dirking wat~ to create aud en~c¢ wetl~ds ~d to manage ~Idlife habitat on 3ould~ Island and
Holland Tract. To operate its project, D~ would improve ~d stren~h~ levees on ~1 fo~ islauds and
~nsrall ad~fional siphons ~d water pumps on the p~rimeters office rese~oir islan ~. D~ would opiate
~ habitat isl~ds primarily to su~o~ we~ ~d wildlife h~bitat. While ~e p .~ose of ~ project is to
¯ v~ su~lus Delta inflows, it ¢~ also ~nsf~r watt, or bank water for !~er sal¢ m~or rel~as¢ for Delta
expo~ or to meet wat~ quaii~ or flow requirements for the Bay-Delta ~s~. T ~e rese~ok isl~ds
wo~d be desired to provide a total estimated initial capacity of 238,000 acre-fee ~.

~AN WATER AGENCY ~NSFERS

~lifomia Urban Wat~Agencies/Agi~ul~al C~up

F~ced with relatively fixed supplies, growing uncertainty, and rising demand, an e .~er inczcasing m~mber of
urban water agencies ar~ turning to water transf~s as a least cost solution. Exactl.,’ how many water
agencies are looking to bridge the gap between their demands and supplies and the amount of water that
may be involved is unclear. While this is a statewide phenomena and transfers inv ~lving up to 500,000
acre-feet of Colorado River water armua!Iy are part of the story, we limit our come. wnts to transfers of
northern California water from agriculture to urban water agencies,

While there are no comprehensive official estimates oft.he number of water transR rs under discussion or
the amount of water likely to be transferred, these are likely to be substantial. We gould encourage both
the Bureau of Kcclamation and the DWR to conduct an accounting of the amount ( f no,.hem California
water likely to involved.

CONCLUSION

Table 2 summarizes the target demand values proposed by various programs. Tbi: data is not official or
complete; development of such data is the responsibility of the appropriate agency This information is
presented to illustrate the degree to which northern California water is proposal fo~ reallocating and the
uncertainty and speculation involwd in estimates of cumulative ¢ff~cts. For the I~ urpose.s of
comparison, approximately 2.4 MAF of groundwater are currently extracted mnually in the
entire Sacramer~to Valley.

tn California Department of Water Resources, California Water Plan Update. Dear
Chapter 7
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Table 2: Estimates of Current and Proposed Reallocations of Call fornia Water

Estimates of Volume of
Water to be Realloca~ ed

(acre-feet)

Federal/Joint Programs

CALFED 4,100,000 5,600,000

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT

CVPIA 800,000 800,000

Interim Acquisition Program 378,246 >378,246

Long-Term Acquisition Program 227,000 >227,000

CVP Least-Cost Yield Increase Plan 3,000,000 3,000~000

1989 Bay-Delta Agreement 1,100,000 >I,100,000

State Programs

DWR

Supplemental Water Purchase Program 200,000~ 400,000~

State Water Project Future Supply 1,000,000 1,000,000
Program (Conjunctive Use)

Storage Contingency Programs - Supply 193,246 (1992) 820,664 (1991)
Augmentation (Drought Water Bank Only)

MONTEREY AGREEMENT 130,000 Potentially
>130,000

Other Environmental Water Programs

Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture19 402,450 402,450

Delta Wetlands Properties 238,000 238,000

Urban Water Agency Transfers Ul~known Unkllown

Current estimate using surplus surface storage water only.

Original estimate proposed in Draft

To be supplied with CVFIA water aequisitiorts,

I0
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UNRESOLVED ISSUES

It is obvious that there are many unanswered questions introduced in this paper, t ~ey unresolved issues
include the following:

¯ When will the public be able to review detailed information regarding the CVPIA Long-Term
Water Acquisition Program?
In what manner will the CVP Yicld Increase Plan be implemented7 Does the proposed yield
increase supplement the target goals of the CVPIA water acquisition prog’ams?

¯ Is tzhe 1.1 million a~e-feet Deha Accord mandate really a ceiling as Gove ~mr Wilson believes, or
is the actual CVPIA environmental water allomaent closer to this amount ]dus the Co)(2) water as
environmental interests and USFW support?
What type of documentation do the State Water Resources Conlro! Board, Department of Water
Resources, Bureau of Reclamation, and others have to help ug ~nderstm~d :he magnitude of past,
present, and future spot market water transt’cr purchases, long-term option contracts, and water
transfers?

A comprehensive analysis of all of these issues, along with an accountable public ] ~rocess, are required to
better answer the following questions:

¯ How much water will each program require?
¯ Where will this water come from7
¯ When will "pet-project’" conditions be documented7
¯ Where wil! this water be used?
¯ What measures are being taken to inform commtmities and the public of ff ¢ proposed lzansfers

and/or new water developmrnt?
~ What monitoring and evaluation of impacts will be conducted?
¯ What will the combined impact of these programs be on existing water res, mrees and uses?
¯ What assurance will be provided to ensure that commtmities of origin and he public participate?
¯ What mechanisms will be adopted to avoid, mitigate, or compensate adver ~e!y impacted

communities?

These questions are important, and answers will provide insight into cumulative ire pacts associated with
mass water transfers. Conjunctive use, groundwater banking, water reallocation, ; md water acquisition.
may indeed take advantage of California’s sophisticated water supply network, as r ~any water transfer
proponents suggest. While we recognize the environmental mad economic obstacle ~ to new surface storage
facilities, we note that conjunctive use, water banking and water marketing measur,:s are also problematic,

We hope that this paper will serve to stimulate discussion and to encourage the app -opriate agencies to
develop and make available official estimates of how much xvater is involved, whe her through ~egulatory
or market mechanisms. Only then wil! communities and water planners be able to ~;ssess the full
implications of water rea!location. And only then wilt Califomian~ be able to prudt.ntly debate water
transfers.

Date: October 20, 1997
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